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May 2, 1882 


“The Authenticity of the Scriptures” Advent Review and Sabbath Herald 59, 
18, pp. 273, 274. 


BY ELD. A. T. JONES 


As long as the Bible is believed to be the word of God, so long will it 
be denied. As long as the Scriptures shall be held as of authority, 
so long will they be opposed as such. So long as we may present 
the Scriptures as the word of God, just so long shall we have to 
defend them as such. But believing, as we most assuredly do, that 
they are authentic, that they were written when they purport to have 
been written, and that therefore they are what they purport to be, it 
is only a pleasure to uphold and defend them, and the excellent part 
of the matter is that there is no lack of effectual means of defense, 
from whatever direction the attack may be made.ARSH May 2, 
1882, page 273.1 


One of the favorite objections is, We cannot tell when the Bible was 
written, whether the books of the Bible were written when they are 
said to have been, or hundreds of years later. ARSH May 2, 1882, 
page 273.2 


But in reply we can say, We have abundant and indubitable proofs 
that the books of the Bible were written at the times that are claimed 
for them—New testament as well as Old, Old Testament as well as 
New.ARSH May 2, 1882, page 273.3 


In this article we do not intend to present any proofs to confirm the 
supernatural character of miracles or prophecies, but only proofs 
showing that the books which contain the supernatural were written 
at the time they claim to have been written. And in doing this we 
shall present facts which cannot possibly be disproved. ARSH May 
2, 1882, page 273.4 


It is a fact that the Bible exists to-day. It is also a fact that books are 
written in opposition to it. These things none can deny. It is equally 
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undeniable that nearly one hundred years ago Thomas Paine wrote 
a book against the Bible, which proves that the identical Bible which 
is in existence to-day was in existence then. About three hundred 
and sixty-five years ago, Luther in Germany, Zwingle_ in 
Switzerland, and Faber in France, each and all opposed the 
corruption of the Church of Rome, and this opposition was based 
wholly upon the Bible. The Bible was preached, it was translated, it 
was printed and distributed in great numbers. It cannot be denied 
that the Bible was in existence then. We can go back nearly two 
hundred years further, and Wycliffe in England had a Bible, 
expounded it to the people, exhorted them to study it for 
themselves, and even translated it into the English language. ARSH 
May 2, 1882, page 273.5 


But, not to be tedious, we will at once go back fifteen hundred and 
twenty years, to A.D. 331-361. Julian was emperor of the Roman 
empire, and wrote in opposition to Christianity, and of course 
opposed the doctrine of the New Testament. But he never 
pretended to “deny the truth of the gospel history, as a history, 
though he denied the deity of Jesus Christ asserted in the writings 
of the evangelists; he acknowledged the principal facts in the 
gospel as well as the miracles of our Saviour and his apostles.” He 
mentioned Matthew and Luke by name, and presented the 
objection to the genealogy of Christ as given by them, that is urged 
to this day. “He recited the sayings of Christ in the very words of the 
evangelists; he also bore testimony that the Gospel of John was 
composed later than the other evangelists, and at a time when 
great numbers were converted to the Christian faith both in Italy and 
Greece; and alluded oftener than once to the facts recorded in the 
Acts of the Apostles.” “He expressly states the early dates of these 
records, he calls them by the names which they now bear. He all 
along supposes, he nowhere questions, their genuineness or 
authenticity; now does he give even the slightest intimation that he 
suspected the whole or any part of them fo be forgeries.’—Horne’s 
Introduction, vol. 1, chap. 2, sec. 2.ARSH May 2, 1882, page 273.6 


This, being “testimony from an enemy, is the strongest kind of 
evidence” in favor of the New Testament, and proves that it was in 
existence in A.D. 331. But we have more of the same kind. One 
hundred years before Julian, A.D. 233, lived Porphyry, “the most 





sensible as well as the most severe adversary of the Christian 
religion that antiquity can produce.” “He had conversed with the 
Christians in Tyre, in Sicily, and in Rome.” “He was of all the 
adversaries of the Christian religion the best qualified for inquiring 
into the authenticity of the sacred writings. He possessed every 
advantage which natural abilities, or political situation could afford, 
to discover whether the New Testament was a genuine work of the 
apostles and evangelists, or whether it was imposed upon the world 
after the decease of its pretended authors. But not trace of this 
suspicion is anywhere to be found, nor did it ever occur to Porphyry 
to suppose that it was spurious. He did not deny the truth of the 
gospel history, but actually considered the miracles of Jesus Christ 
actual facts. He also notices the difference between Paul and Peter 
in Galatians 2:11. But the objections of Porphyry were not confined 
to the New Testament, he attacked the Old Testament also, 
especially the prophecy of Daniel, declaring that it was written after 
the time of Antiochus Epiphanes.”—Horne’s Introduction, vol. 1, 
chap. 2, sec. 2, and Unbelief in the Eighteenth Century, by Principal 
Cairns, Lecture 1, sec. 3.ARSH May 2, 1882, page 273.7 


This proves that the Bible was extensively known as far back as 
A.D. 233; for how could a man write in opposition to a thing that did 
not exist? ARSH May 2, 1882, page 273.8 


But we may go back sixty years further to A.D. 176, or thereabouts, 
and we find Celsus, another “infidel writer, and one of the greatest 
enemies with whom Christianity had to contend. He not only 
mentions by name, but quotes passages from the books of the New 
Testament, so that we know that we have the identical books to 
which he referred. “The miraculous conception is mentioned with a 
view of accusing the Virgin Mary of adultery; we also recognize 
Joseph’s intention of putting her away, and the consequent 
appearance of the angel warning him in a dream to take her as his 
wife, we meet with a reference to the star that was seen at his birth, 
and the adoration paid to the new-born Saviour by the Magi at 
Bethlehem, the murder of the infants by Herod, the consequence of 
his being deceived by the wise men, is noticed, as also the 
reappearance of the angel to Joseph, and his consequent flight into 
Egypt. Here then, are references to all the facts of our Saviour’s 
birth. Again, we are informed of the descent of the Spirit in the form 





of a dove and the voice from Heaven at the baptism of our Saviour 
in Jordan; we hear also of the temptation in the wilderness, we are 
told that Christ was constantly attended by a certain number of 
disciples, though the number is not correct. There is an allusion to 
our Saviour’s conversation with the woman of Samaria at the well, 
and a reference, less distinct, to the attempt of the people of 
Nazareth to throw him down the rock on which their city was built. 
Here, therefore, is ample testimony to his baptism and the facts 
immediately following it." ARSH May 2, 1882, page 273.9 


He “also pretends to believe in the miracles of christ, and those of 
healing the sick, feeding the five thousand men, and raising the 
dead are expressly mentioned, though they are attributed to 
magical influence. Several passages also in our Saviour’s sermon 
on the mount, are quoted verbatim, and his predictions relating to 
his sufferings, death, and resurrection are recorded. Nor are the 
closing scenes of the life of the Saviour noticed with less exactness. 
We meet with the treachery of Judas and Peter’s denial of his 
Master, we are informed that Christ was bound, insulted, beaten 
with rods and crucified, we read of the gall which was given him to 
eat, and vinegar to drink, and we are insulted with an unfeeling jest 
upon the blood and water that flowed from our dying Redeemer’s 
side. He mentions some words which were uttered by Christ upon 
the cross, and alludes to the earthquake and darkness that 
immediately followed the crucifixion. There is also mention made of 
the appearance of the angels at the sepulcher, and of the 
manifestation of Christ to Mary Magdalene, and the disciples after 
his resurrection.” “The difficulty of one angel or two,” at the tomb “is 
noticed.” “Jesus is reproached for needing to have the stone rolled 
away by an angel.” Now he says, “These things are from your own 
writings, as to which we need no other evidence, for you fall by your 
own authority."—Horne’s Introduction, vol. 1, chap. 2, sec. 2; and 
Unbelief in the Eighteenth Century, by Principal Cairns, Lecture 1, 
sec. 3.ARSH May 2, 1882, page 273.10 


There can certainly be no controversy about the existence of the 
New Testament in the times of Julian, Porphyry, and Celsus, and, 
as has been remarked, not one of these able writers pretended to 
call in question the authenticity of the records of the life, death, and 
resurrection of Christ. It would be just as reasonable for us to-day to 





deny the facts of the Reformation by Luther, as to expect that Julian 
should deny the existence of the records of the ministry of Jesus; 
just as reasonable for us to-day to deny the facts of the landing of 
the Pilgrim Fathers, as to suppose that Porphyry could deny the 
faithfulness of the New Testament history. Just as wisely could we 
reject all the evidences of the American Revolution, as to suppose 
that Celsus could reject the evidences of the life of Jesus in the 
world. It would certainly be the supremest folly for any man to deny 
the reality of any one of these three world-stirring events. Just as 
supremely foolish would it have been for any of these three men to 
deny the event that was then moving the world as it had never been 
moved. An event the results of which were threatening the very 
existence of the empire of Julian as it had existed for hundreds of 
years, could not well be denied. Each of these men, more 
especially Celsus, had ample means and ability, and the wil/ also, to 
disprove the authenticity of these sacred records, had it been 
possible; and the very fact that not one of them even pretended to 
attempt any such thing, proves that that thing was impossible. | will 
close this paragraph with Principal Cairn’s closing observation on 
Celsus, before quoted: “His testimony here is evidently of the 
greatest weight; and his position, as at once an immediately 
succeeding writer and an enemy, gives the Gospels a recognition 
which could have come from no other quarter, even from later 
unbelief in the earlier centuries. /t is impossible for modern unbelief 
to shake this foundation, or to resolve those materials which Celsus 
has attested as so solid and documentary, into the mist and vapor 
of shifting tradition. What he assails is not a cloud, but a fortress 
well defined, and the mark of studied attack and siege. It is too late 
now to obliterate his lines and parallels, which have even been 
added to the  intrenchments against which they were 
directed."ARSH May 2, 1882, page 274.1 


As the last, but not by any means as the least authority in 
confirmation of the early date of the New Testament, we introduce 
Gibbon, the prince of historians. He says, “The Christian Revelation 
was consummated under the reign of Nerva.’—Decline and Fall, 
chap. 21, sec. 7. This indisputable authority carries us back beyond 
Celsus sixty years, for the reign of Nerva began in A.D. 96 and 
ended in A.D. 98. Here is a chain of authorities not a single link of 
which can be broken. Therefore, when all are taken together they 





prove to an absolute certainty that the New Testament was written 
at the time when it claims to have been written.ARSH May 2, 1882, 
page 274.2 


So much for the New Testament. Now for the OIdARSH May 2, 
1882, page 274.3 


(Concluded next week.) 





May 9, 1882 


“The Authenticity of the Scriptures. (Concluded.)” Advent Review and 
Sabbath Herald 59, 19, pp. 289, 290. 


BY ELD. A. T. JONES 
(Concluded.) 


It is a historical fact that two hundred and eighty-two years before 
Christ, the Old Testament was translated from Hebrew into Greek, 
at Alexandria in Egypt, and it there consisted of the same books 
that compose the Old Testament of to-day. “Whence it is evident 
that we still have them identical books which the most ancient Jews 
attested to be genuine.”ARSH May 9, 1882, page 289.1 


We shall not take up separately each book of the Old Testament, as 
that would extend this article further than would be proper, but only 
some of the leading ones, and as the writings of the whole Old 
Testament are so intimately connected, if we establish a portion of 
it, we confirm the validity of the whole. ARSH May 9, 1882, page 
289.2 


First we will notice the book of Daniel, and, as an introduction, offer 
a few lines from an editorial in the New York Independent:—ARSH 
May 9, 1882, page 289.3 


“A few years ago the critics with one voice refused to see anything 
in it [the book of Daniel] more than an apocalyptic composition of 
the date of Antiochus Epiphanes. Eichorn, Bertholdt, Gesenius, De 
Wette, Lengerke, Ewald, and Hitzig, with the more moderate as well 
as the rationalistic critics, agreed in its late date, some being so 
precise as to fix it at 167 B.C. ‘There never was any Belshazzar,’ 
they exclaimed, and we could bring nothing to corroborate our 
written record. The replies made to them were feeble and 
unsatisfactory. But the monuments of the kings of Babylon began to 
be read a few years ago.”ARSH May 9, 1882, page 289.4 


The critics could assert with a great deal of assurance, that “there 
never was any Belshazzar,” because Berosus and Herodotus, the 
only authorities of any value on the subject, both gave a list of 
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Babylonian kings, in neither of which was any Belshazzar named. 
Therefore, as the historians failed to mention him, “there never was 
any such” king. But the Babylonian inscriptions make all plain, and 
exactly confirm the Bible account. They declare that Nabu-Nahid 
(Nabonidus) with an army took the field against Cyrus, and /eft 
Belshazzar, his eldest son, in command of the city. Nabu-Nabid, 
being defeated by Cyrus, was compelled to take refuge in Borsippa, 
and Cyrus went on against Babylon and Belshazzar, and the city 
was taken, with Belshazzar, as recorded in Daniel 5.ARSH May 9, 
1882, page 289.5 


And this condition of affairs in Babylon is the only one that will 
agree with the record in Daniel; for Daniel was certainly made prime 
minister of the kingdom, the chain of gold being the insignia of that 
office. Yet for all his being prime minister, he is spoken of as the 
third ruler in the kingdom. Danie! 5:7, 16, 20. How can this be? 
Thus: Nabu-Nabid, thefirst ruler, Belshazzar his son, the second 
ruler, and Daniel, prime minister, yet the third ruler. And in no other 
possible way can the records of Daniel be met; for his office was 
really the second in the kingdom. But how fully this illustrates the 
perfect accuracy of the Scriptures. Here is an important point in the 
history of Babylon, wholly passed over by the historians; yet Daniel 
records it exactly as it is, and after more than two thousand years 
the inscriptions of that king of Babylon declare that he is correct. 
This also fixes the date of the book of Daniel to the time that has 
been claimed for it, because there is no other tine in the world’s 
history when these points in Daniel could have been written. For 
shortly after, Babylon fell into decay, and these inscriptions were 
buried out of sight, and the historians made no mention of any of 
them; consequently they never could have been learned afterward; 
therefore they were learned in Babylon at the time when they 
transpired, and thus the claims of the book of Daniel are correctly 
placed, and absolutely fixed at the date 538 B.C. (For proofs as to 
Belshazzar, see Encyclopedia Britannica, ninth edition, article 
“Babylonia.”) The list of instruments mentioned in Danie! 3:5, 7, 15, 
is another proof, for this “very list is true to the time of Daniel, and 
would never have been thought of three centuries later.” In short, 
“every historical or social allusion in Daniel is borne out by the facts 
discovered.”ARSH May 9, 1882, page 289.6 
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The book of Ezekiel gives another instance of the exactness of the 
Bible writers, and of being true to the times in which it was written. 
Inchap. 23:14, 15, we read: “For when she saw men portrayed 
upon the wall, the images of the Chaldeans portrayed with 
vermilion, after the manner of the Babylonians of Chaldea.” Of this 
also we may say that it “is true to the time of Ezekiel in the captivity 
in Babylon; and would never have been thought of later, nor in any 
other country. In Egypt, in Assyria, in Persia, and in Greece, their 
art was displayed in sculpture. From the gems upon which the 
carving was so minute as to suggest the employment of a 
magnifying-glass, to the colossal bulls that guarded the palace of 
Nineveh from the entrance of evil spirits, all, all was sculpture. But 
in Babylonia it was far different. “While the Assyrians had stone in 
abundance, the Babylonians were obliged to import it from a 
distance. Brick-clay, on the contrary, lay ready at hand. Where the 
Assyrians employed sculptured alabaster to ornament their 
buildings, the Babylonians contented themselves with enameled 
bricks, and painted plaster. Sculpture was naturally developed by 
the one; just as painting was by the other; and ornamentation, 
which could be lavished on the exterior in Assyria, had to be 
confined to the interior in Babylon.” (Compare Ezekie/ 8:8-10 with 
the text quoted above.) “The few bas-reliefs of Babylon that exist 
are small and inferior in execution; but brilliant coloring and a lavish 
use of the metals, made up for this want. The walls were covered 
with the most costly materials, and ‘images portrayed with vermilion 
excited the admiration of the stranger. The love of bright colors, in 
contrast with the sober hues of the Assyrian palaces, led also to the 
cultivation of gardens; and the hanging gardens of Babylon, raised 
upon tiers of arches, were one of the wonders of the world.” ARSH 
May 9, 1882, page 289.7 


At no time in the world’s history later than this, could such a thing as 
Ezekiel describes be said of the Babylonians. For only a little while 
afterward the kingdom of Babylon was overthrown by the Medes 
and Persians, who took possession of it, and these Babylonish 
peculiarities were lost to the world. But how plainly these words of 
Ezekiel bring before us the Babylon of his day, when 
Nebuchadnezzar reigned, whose utmost endeavors were put forth 
in the building and decoration of his capital city, when all the skill of 
his splendid artists was employed in blending the brilliant colors that 
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ornamented the walls of his pleasant palaces, and Babylon sat as 
mistress of the world in that pitch of pride and grandeur, “the glory 
of kingdoms, the beauty of the Chaldees’ excellency.” And by all 
this we know of a surety that the book of Ezekiel is correctly placed 
at B.C. 604-561. (Enc. Brit., art. Babylonia.ARSH May 9, 1882, 
page 289.8 


Now we turn to the books of Kings and Isaiah. In/sa/ah 36:7 and 2 
Kings 18:13, we read: “Now in the fourteenth year of king Hezekiah 
did Sennacherib king of Assyria come up against all the fenced 
cities of Judah, and took them.” This is placed in our Bibles at the 
date 713 B.C., which does not exactly correspond with the Assyrian 
inscriptions, but is only twelve years out of the way, being that much 
too early. The native monuments state that Sennacherib ascended 
the throne the 12th of Ab (part of Judy and August), 705 B.C., and 
place his invasion of Judah in 701 B.C. Again, in/saiah 37:37, 38 
and 2 Kings 19:36, 37, it is said: “So Sennacherib king of Assyria 
departed, and went an returned, and dwelt at Nineveh. And it came 
to pass, as he was worshiping in the house of Nisroch his god, that 
Adrammelech and Sharezer his sons smote him with the sword; 
and they escaped into the land of Armenia. And Esarhaddon his 
son reigned in his stead.” The inscriptions declare that Sennacherib 
was “building a palace for himself at Nineveh on a grander scale 
than had ever been attempted before. His works were interrupted 
by his murder, in 681, by his two sons, who, however, soon found 
themselves confronted by the veteran army of Esarhaddon, their 
father’s youngest and favorite son, who, in January, 680, defeated 
them at Khanirabbat, and was proclaimed king.”—Enc. Brit., art. 
Babylonia.ARSH May 9, 1882, page 289.9 


Here, then, is the confirmation of every point in these scriptures, 
and in this single instance the slight difference in the dates will bear 
nothing against the truthfulness of the narrative, nor against the 
general correctness of the time in which the books were written. 
Indeed, the Scripture narrative would seem to demand more time 
than is there given for these occurrences. The invasion, return, and 
murder of Sennacherib are all placed by the dates, within 710-9 
B.C., which is hardly time enough, especially as it is said that he 
“returned and dwelt at Nineveh; and this short period would hardly 
justify the statement that he dwelt at Nineveh. But the native 
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monuments remove all difficulty, by showing that he did actually 
dwell at Nineveh after his return, being employed in building a 
palace in honor of his god. In this, therefore, is proof that Isaiah and 
this part of Kings were written as far back as the former half of the 
seventh century B.C.ARSH May 9, 1882, page 290.1 


The next point in the book of Second Kings is on the invasion of 
Samaria by Shalmaneser (chap. 78:9, 10): “Shalmaneser king of 
Assyria came up against Samaria, and besieged it. and at the end 
of three years they took it; even in the sixth year of Hezekiah, that is 
the ninth year of Hoshea king of Israel, Samaria was taken.” The 
Bible chronology places this event “about 723 B.C.” And the tablet 
of Shalmaneser, from the ruins of Nineveh, assert that his reign was 
B.C. 727-722, and that the “chief event of his reign was the 
campaign against Samaria. The capture of that city, however, was 
reserved for his successor, Sargon, in 720.” This corresponds with 
the Scripture date exactly, as the attack was made about 723, and 
the siege continued three years, which gives the very date of the 
tablets of Shalmaneser.ARSH May 9, 1882, page 290.2 


Besides extending this article to an immoderate length, it would be 
a too tedious task to give in full all the accounts confirming the 
Scripture record; therefore we shall mention the names, and give 
references to the passages of Scripture with which they correspond. 
The inscriptions declare that, in 710 B.C., Sargon, king of Assyria, 
overran Judea, and razed Ashdod to the ground (/sa/ah 20:7); that 
a year after the Judean war by Sennacherib, Merodach-Baladan 
was in command at Babylon (/saiah 39:1); 2 Kings 20:72); that in 
740 B.C., Tiglath-pileser, king of Assyria, overthrew the ancient 
kingdom of Damascus (2 Kings 76:9), and in his “inscriptions Ahaz 
of Judah appears among the names of those who acknowledged 
his sovereignty and paid tribute” (2 Kings 16:7-78 Enc. Brit., art. 
Ahaz); that in 730 B.C. he placed his vassal Hoshea on the throne 
of Samaria in the room of Pekah (2 Kings 15:30; 17:7); that Ben- 
hadad reigned in Damascus, while Ahab reigned in Israel, and that 
Hazael succeeded Ben-hadad (2 Kings 8:7-15).ARSH May 9, 1882, 
page 290.3 


No less accurate and circumstantial is the testimony of the “Moabite 
Stone,” discovered in August, 1808, and now familiar to many, 
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which reads as follows:—ARSH May 9, 1882, page 290.4 


“| am Mesha, king of Moab [2 Kings 3:4]; the Dibonite, my father, 
reigned over Moab thirty years, and | reigned after my father. Omri 
was king of Israel [7 Kings 16:16]; and be afflicted Moab many 
days, because Chemosh [7 Kings 11:7; Jeremiah 48:7, 13, 46] was 
angry with his land, and his son succeeded him [7 Kings 16:2]; 
and he also said, | will afflict Moab. In my days he spake thus: And | 
looked on him and on his house. [2 Kings 1:1; 4:4, 5.] And Israel 
kept constantly perishing. And Omri held possession of the land of 
Medeba, and there dwelt in it Omri and his son and his grandson, 
forty years. [7 Kings 16:23, 29; 2 Kings 3:1.] But Chemosh restored 
it in my days. And the king of Israel built for him Kiriathaim, and | 
fought against the city and took it [Jeremiah 48:1, 23], and brough 
back from thence the altar of Jehovah, and put it before Chemosh 
in Kerioth. [Jeremiah 48:24.] And Chemosh said to me, ‘Go and 
take Nebo from Israel.’ [Jeremiah 48:1; |saiah 15:2.] And | went in 
the night, and fought against it form the overspreading of the dawn 
till noon, and took it, and | utterly destroyed it, and | slew all of it, 
seven thousand, for to Ashtor-Chemosh had | devoted them. And | 
took from thence the vessels of Jehovah, and | presented them 
before Chemosh. And the king of Israel built Jahaz, and dwelt in it 
while he was fighting against me, and Chemosh drove him from 
before me; and | took from Moab two hundred men all told, and | 
attacked Jahaz and took it. [/saiah 15:4; Jeremiah 48:27], joining it 
to Dibon. [/saiah 15:2; Jeremiah 48:18.] Chemosh said to me, ‘Go 
fight against Horonaim.” (/saiah 15; 5; Jeremiah 48:5, 34.)ARSH 
May 9, 1882, page 290.5 


Here, then, are the facts, strictly in accordance with the Scripture 
account of Omri, his son Ahab, and his grandson Jehoram; and of 
Mesha, king of Moab, and his father’s servitude, and his own 
rebellion. And the references to Isaiah and Jeremiah, which | have 
given, show that the very cities named by Mesha as taken by him 
and belonging to him, belonged to Moab in their days. Now it is 
utterly inconceivable how these statements of the Scripture could 
have been gathered from any other source than the actual events 
themselves. For there is absolutely no history of the Moabites, from 
which they could have been taken in later times. Therefore the 
perfect agreement between the occurrences as recorded in the 
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Bible, and as recorded by Mesha, king of Moab, upon the enduring 
stone, proves, to a demonstration, that the records are 
contemporaneous. This, then, carries us back 929 years B.C., as 
the date of this portion of the Sacred Word. However, we are not 
obliged to stop at this date for want of proofs of any earlier, for the 
decipherment of the inscriptions on the Egyptian monuments and 
tombs fully corroborates the record in the Pentateuch concerning 
Joseph and the exodus; so much so, in fact, that it is now 
considered as a most valuable auxiliary to the full understanding of 
the Egyptian history, and “Brugsch and Lepsius and Chabas and 
Mariette treat the Pentateuch as_ of prime _ historical 
importance.”ARSH May 9, 1882, page 290.6 


We shall add no more. These evidences, wholly external, prove 
beyond any possibility of reasonable doubt, that the Scriptures are 
authentic records of the things of which they treat, and all the 
researches in archeology only serve to heap evidence upon 
evidence of their absolute truthfulness. ARSH May 9, 1882, page 
290.7 


Then hail! Book of books,—the Bible! Thou dost contain the most 
ancient history, the most sublime poetry, the grandest truths, the 
noblest examples, the best comfort of our imperfect condition, the 
most blessed gift in the knowledge of human kind! Let me bind thee 
as a crown unto me. Be thou ever “the lamp unto my feet, and the 
light unto my path” along all the way through the darkness of this 
world of sin. Hail! all hail! the precious Saviour whom thou 
revealest, the subject of thy sublimest poetry, the fountain of thy 
grandest truths, the sum of thy noblest examples, the object of our 
hope, the Author and finisher of our faith, the glorious King of 
kings!ARSH May 9, 1882, page 290.8 


Hail, Son of God, Saviour of men; let thy nameARSH May 9, 1882, 
page 290.9 


Be the copious matter of my songARSH May 9, 1882, page 290.10 


Henceforth, and never let my heart thy praiseARSH May 9, 1882, 
page 290.11 


Forget, nor from thy Father’s praise disjoinARSH May 9, 1882, 
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page 290.12 
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